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DETAILED ACTION 
37 CFR § 1.105 - Requirement for Information 

1 . Applicant and the assignee of this application are required under 37 CFR 1 . 1 05 to 
provide the following information that the examiner has determined is reasonably necessary to 
the examination of this application. 

The information is required to complete the background description in the disclosure by 
documenting the dispatching rule as per claim 2, 7, 12, 17, 22 and 27 or whether the dispatching 
rule was derived. 

The fee and certification requirements of 37 C.F.R. § 1 .97 are waived for those 
documents submitted in reply to this requirement. This waiver extends only to those documents 
within the scope of this requirement under 37 C.F.R. § 1.105 that are included in the applicant's 
first complete communication responding to this requirement. Any supplemental replies 
subsequent to the first communication responding to this requirement and any information 
disclosures beyond the scope of this requirement under 37 C.F.R. § 1.105 are subject to the fee 
and certification requirements of 37 C.F.R. § 1 .97. 

The applicant is reminded that the reply to this requirement must be made with candor 
and good faith under 37 CFR 1 .56. Where the applicant does not have or cannot readily obtain 
an item of required information, a statement that the item is unknown or cannot be readily 
obtained will be accepted as a complete response to the requirement for that item. 

This requirement is an attachment of the enclosed Office action. A complete response to 
the enclosed Office action must include a complete response to this requirement. The time 
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period for reply to this requirement coincides with the time period for reply to the enclosed 
Office action, which is 3 months. 

In response to this requirement, please provide the citation and a copy of each publication 
which any of the applicants authored or co-authored and which describe the disclosed subject 
matter of demand dispatching with demand risk, demand dispatching systems/rules, the use of 
pilot orders and the use of buffer fabrication. 

In response to this requirement, please provide the citation and a copy of each publication 
that any of the applicants relied upon to develop the disclosed subject matter that describes the 
applicant's invention, particularly as to developing demand dispatching with demand risk, 
demand dispatching systems/rules, the use of pilot orders and the use of buffer fabrication. For 
each publication, please provide a concise explanation of the reliance placed on that publication 
in the development of the disclosed subject matter. 

In response to this requirement, please state whether any search of prior art was 
performed. If a search was performed, please state the citation for each prior art collection 
searched. If any art retrieved from the search was considered relevant to demonstrating the 
knowledge of a person having ordinary skill in the art to the disclosed demand dispatching with 
demand risk, demand dispatching systems/rules, the use of pilot orders and the use of buffer 
fabrication, please provide the citation for each piece of art considered and a copy of the art. 
In responding to those requirements that require copies of documents, where the document is a 
bound text or a single article over 50 pages, the requirement may be met by providing copies of 
those pages that provide the particular subject matter indicated in the requirement, or where such 
subject matter is not indicated, the subject matter found in applicant's disclosure. 
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Information Disclosure Statement 

2. Applicant is informed that the "Taiwan Patent Office Action" cited in the Information 
Disclosure Statement filed 9/30/05 fails to comply with 37 CFR 1.98(a)(3) because it does not 
include a concise explanation of the relevance, as it is presently understood by the individual 
designated in 37 CFR 1.56(c) most knowledgeable about the content of the information, of each 
patent listed that is not in the English language. It has been placed in the application file, but the 
information referred to therein has not been considered. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 11, 13, 15, 16, 18 and 20-30 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: The term "IC" (page 14, as per claim 11, lines 1 and 3, page 15, as per claim 13, 
line 3, page 16, as per claim 15, line 5, as per claim 16, lines 1 and 4, page 17, as per claim 18, 
line 4, as per claim 20, line 5, page 18, as per claim 21, lines 1, 3 and 15, as per claim 22, line 1, 
page 19, as per claim 23, line 1, as per claim 24, line 1, as per claim 25, line 1 and 5, page 20, as 
per claim 26, lines 1,2, 14 and 15, as per claim 27, line 1, page 21, as per claim 28, line 1, as per 
claim 29, line 1, as per claim 30, lines 1 and 5) should be spelled out to be -integrated circuit--. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. Claims 1 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peachey- 
Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,671,673 
Bl). 

Regarding to claims 1 and 11, Peachey-Kountz et al. discloses the invention substantially 
as claimed. Peachey-Kountz et al. discloses a demand dispatching method in an IC foundry (i.e. 
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semiconductor manufacturing) (column 1, lines 21-23), comprising the steps of: receiving a first 
demand (i.e. request) for a first IC product (column 4, lines 4-7); dividing (i.e. categorizing) the 
first demand into classes, forecast groups (i.e. order rate) and order priorities (see fig. 2 and 3, 
column 2, lines 11-16, column 4, lines 46-50), determining an expected quantity of a first 
fabrication (i.e. projected request) (column 5, lines 59-65); and dispatching (i.e. allocating) 
quantities to the first fabrication according to the expected quantity (i.e. projected requests) and 
forecast groups (i.e. order rates) (column 5, lines 6-7 and 59-65). However, Peachey-Kountz et 
al. does not explicitly disclose dividing the first demand into a low risk demand having a first 
order rate and a high risk demand having a second order rate; and dispatching a first quantity of 
the low risk demand and a second quantity of the high risk demand to the first fabrication 
according to the expected quantity, and the first order rate and the second order rate for the low 
risk demand and the high risk demand, respectively. Baseman et al. teaches factoring in demand 
risk (i.e. uncertainty) for supply chain management (column 4, lines 63-67, column 6, line 47, 
column 8, lines 43-45). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine the method of Peachey-Kountz et al. with 
the feature of dividing the first demand into a low risk demand having a first order rate and a 
high risk demand having a second order rate; determining an expected quantity of a first 
fabrication; and dispatching a first quantity of the low risk demand and a second quantity of the 
high risk demand to the first fabrication according to the expected quantity, and the first order 
rate and the second order rate for the low risk demand and the high risk demand, respectively as 
taught by Baseman et al, as both Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. are directed to the 
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method of demand dispatching. The motivation for doing so would have been to dispatch 
quantities based on the level of risk demand. 

7. Claims 2 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peachey- 
Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,671,673 
Bl) and further in view of Jones ("Math 160 - Finite Mathematics", June 2003). 

Regarding to claims 2 and 12, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. disclose the 
invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. do not 
disclose the step of dispatching the first quantity of the low risk demand and the second quantity 
of the high risk demand to the first fabrication utilizes a dispatching rule as follows: 
EQ=FQ*FOR+SQ*SOR, wherein EQ is the expected quantity, FQ is the first quantity, FOR is 
the first order rate, SQ is the second quantity, and SOR is the second order rate. It is old and 
well known in the art to use an expected value criterion/formula (i.e. dispatching rule) in 
decision theory to weight outcomes (i.e. demand quantity) by their probability of occurrence (i.e. 
order rate), thus allowing the user to make the most effective decision based on the expected 
value (i.e. quantity). Jones discloses the expected value criterion (i.e. expected quantity) in 
decision theory by multiplying the payoff (i.e. demand quantity) by the probability of the payoff 
occurring (i.e. order rate) then adding the values (i.e. first quantity, second quantity, first order 
rate, second order rate) (see page 4, "Expected Value Criterion" , lines 1-6). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time invention was made to 
combine the method of Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. with the step of dispatching the 
first quantity of the low risk demand and the second quantity of the high risk demand to the first 
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fabrication utilizes a dispatching rule as follows: EQ=FQ*FOR+SQ*SOR, wherein EQ is the 
expected quantity, FQ is the first quantity, FOR is the first order rate, SQ is the second quantity, 
and SOR is the second order rate as taught by Jones, as Peachey-Kountz et al, Baseman et al. 
and Jones are directed to the method of demand dispatching. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to dispatch demand based on the dispatching rule of expected quantity. 

8. Claims 3 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peachey- 
Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,671,673 
Bl) and further in view of Van Horn et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,604,089 Bl). 

Regarding to claims 3 and 13, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. and Jones 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman 
et al. do not disclose dispatching a third quantity of the low risk demand of a second demand for 
a second IC product dispatched to a second fabrication to the first fabrication if the difference 
between the expected quantity and the first quantity is exceeding a predetermined ratio of the 
expected quantity. Van Horn et al. teaches the availability of demand (i.e. items) provided the 
number does not exceed the difference between similarly committed units and the quantity (i.e. 
number of units available) (column 8, lines 54-59) and dispatching (i.e. generating request) when 
a number exceeds a predetermined ratio (i.e. threshold) (column 18, lines 2-5, lines 28-30). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the method of Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. with the 
feature of dispatching a third quantity of the low risk demand of a second demand for a second 
IC product dispatched to a second fabrication to the first fabrication if the difference between the 
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expected quantity and the first quantity is exceeding a predetermined ratio of the expected 
quantity as taught by Van Horn et al., as Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Van Horn et 
al. are directed to the method of demand dispatching. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to dispatch quantity of the demand according to the expected quantity. 

9. Claims 4 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peachey- 
Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,671,673 
Bl) in view of Van Horn et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,604,089 Bl) and further in view of Ito (U.S. Pat 
No. 5,268,838). 

Regarding to claim 4 and 14, Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Van Horn et al. 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. 
and Van Horn et al. do not disclose dispatching a remnant quantity of the high risk demand of 
the first demand to the second fabrication. Ito teaches dispatching (i.e. allocating) a remnant 
quantity (i.e. surplus) of demand (i.e. items) to the second fabrication (i.e. other producing point) 
(column 6, lines 24-26, lines 30-34, column 7, lines 38-40). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
method of Peachey-Kountz et al, Baseman et al. and Van Horn et al. with the feature of 
dispatching a remnant quantity of the high risk demand of the first demand to the second 
fabrication as taught by Ito, as Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al., Van Horn et al. and Ito are 
directed to the method of demand dispatching. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
optimize demand dispatching. 
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10. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peachey-Kountz et 
al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,671,673 Bl) in view 
of Van Horn et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,604,089 Bl) and further in view of Iida (U.S. Pat. No. 
5,255,197). 

Regarding to claim 5, Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Van Horn et al. 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al, Baseman et al. 
and Van Horn et al. do not disclose the steps of: monitoring the variation in the first quantity of 
the low risk demand of the first fabrication; and dispatching a pilot order to the first fabrication if 
the variation in the first quantity of the low risk demand shows a downward trend. Iida teaches 
monitoring the quantity of demand (i.e. work objects) and dispatching a pilot order (i.e. trial 
fabrication) to handle special situations (i.e. downward trend in quantity) (column 4, lines 66-67, 
column 11, lines 27-34). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine the method of Peachey-Kountz et al, 
Baseman et al. and Van Horn et al. with the steps of: monitoring the variation in the first quantity 
of the low risk demand of the first fabrication; and dispatching a pilot order to the first 
fabrication if the variation in the first quantity of the low risk demand shows a downward trend 
as taught by Iida, as Peachey-Kountz et al, Baseman et al., Van Horn et al. and Iida are directed 
to the method of demand dispatching. The motivation for doing so would have been to dispatch 
demand efficiently according to the variation of the quantity. 
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1 1 . Claims 6 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peachey- 
Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,671,673 
Bl) and further in view of Lidow (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0019761 Al). 

Regarding to claims 6 and 16, Peachey-Kountz et al. discloses the invention substantially 
as claimed. Peachey-Kountz et al. discloses a demand dispatching system in an IC foundry (i.e. 
semiconductor manufacturing) (column 1, lines 21-23, column 3, lines 30-35), comprising: a 
database (i.e. repository) recording information for a first demand for a first IC product (column 
4, lines 4-7, column 7, lines 9-10); dividing (i.e. categorizing) the first demand into classes, 
forecast groups (i.e. order rate) and order priorities (see fig. 2 and 3, column 2, lines 11-16, 
column 4, lines 46-50), determining an expected quantity of a first fabrication (i.e. projected 
request) (column 5, lines 59-65); and dispatching (i.e. allocating) quantities to the first 
fabrication according to the expected quantity (i.e. projected requests) and forecast groups (i.e. 
order rates) (column 5, lines 6-7 and 59-65). Baseman et al. teaches factoring in demand risk 
(i.e. uncertainty) for supply chain management (column 4, lines 63-67, column 6, line 47, 
column 8, lines 43-45). However, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. do not explicitly 
disclose an allocation planning module to receive the first demand, divide the first demand into a 
low risk demand having a first order rate and a high risk demand having a second order rate 
according to the risk information, determine an expected quantity of a first fabrication, and 
dispatch a first quantity of the low risk demand and a second quantity of the high risk demand to 
the first fabrication according to the expected quantity, and the first order rate and the second 
order rate for the low risk demand and the high risk demand, respectively. Lidow teaches an 
allocation planning module (paragraph [0143], lines 1-3, paragraph [0146], lines 4-7) for the 
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operations of supply chain network. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the system of Peachey- 
Kountz et al. and Baseman et al, with the feature of an allocation planning module to receive the 
first demand, divide the first demand into a low risk demand having a first order rate and a high 
risk demand having a second order rate according to the risk information, determine an expected 
quantity of a first fabrication, and dispatch a first quantity of the low risk demand and a second 
quantity of the high risk demand to the first fabrication according to the expected quantity, and 
the first order rate and the second order rate for the low risk demand and the high risk demand 
respectively as taught by Lidow, as Peachey-Kountz et al.. Baseman et al. and Lidow are 
directed to a demand dispatch system in an IC foundry. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to control the processes involved in dispatching demand. 

12. Claims 7 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peachey- 
Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,671,673 
Bl) in view of Lidow (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0019761 Al) and further in view of Jones ("Math 160 
- Finite Mathematics", June 2003). 

Regarding to claims 7 and 17, Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Lidow discloses 
the invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Lidow do not 
disclose utilizing a dispatching rule as follows: EQ=FQ*FOR+SQ*SOR, wherein EQ is the 
expected quantity, FQ is the first quantity, FOR is the first order rate, SQ is the second quantity, 
and SOR is the second order rate. It is old and well known in the art to use an expected value 
criterion/formula (i.e. dispatching rule) in decision theory to weight outcomes (i.e. demand 
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quantity) by their probability of occurrence (i.e. order rate), thus allowing the user to make the 
most effective decision based on the expected value (i.e. quantity). Jones discloses the expected 
value criterion (i.e. expected quantity) in decision theory by multiplying the payoff (i.e. demand 
quantity) by the probability of the payoff occurring (i.e. order rate) then adding the values (i.e. 
first quantity, second quantity, first order rate, second order rate) (see page 4, "Expected Value 
Criterion" , lines 1-6). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to combine the system of Peachey-Kountz et al, Baseman 
et al. and Lidow wherein the allocation planning module dispatches the first quantity of the low 
risk demand and the second quantity of the high risk demand to the first fabrication utilizing a 
dispatching rule as follows: EQ=FQ*FOR+SQ*SOR, wherein EQ is the expected quantity, FQ is 
the first quantity, FOR is the first order rate, SQ is the second quantity, and SOR is the second 
order rate as taught by Jones, as Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Jones are directed to 
the system of demand dispatching. The motivation for doing so would have been to dispatch 
demand based on the dispatching rule of expected quantity. 

13. Claims 8 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peachey- 
Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,671,673 
Bl) in view of Lidow (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0019761 Al) and further in view of Van Horn et al. 
(U.S.Pat. No. 6,604,089 Bl). 

Regarding to claims 8 and 18, Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Lidow discloses 
the invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al, Baseman et al. and 
Lidow do not disclose wherein the allocation planning module further dispatches a third quantity 
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of the low risk demand of a second demand for a second IC product dispatched to a second 
fabrication to the first fabrication if the difference between the expected quantity and the first 
quantity is exceeding a predetermined ratio of the expected quantity. Van Horn et al. teaches the 
availability of demand (i.e. items) provided the number does not exceed the difference between 
similarly committed units and the quantity (i.e. number of units available) (column 8, lines 54- 
59) and dispatching (i.e. generating request) when a number exceeds a predetermined ratio (i.e. 
threshold) (column 18, lines 2-5, lines 28-30). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the system of 
Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Jones with the feature of the allocation planning 
module further dispatches a third quantity of the low risk demand of a second demand for a 
second IC product dispatched to a second fabrication to the first fabrication if the difference 
between the expected quantity and the first quantity is exceeding a predetermined ratio of the 
expected quantity as taught by Van Horn et al., as Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al., Lidow 
and Van Horn et al. are directed to the system of demand dispatching. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to dispatch quantity of the demand according to the expected quantity. 

14. Claims 9 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peachey- 
Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,671,673 
Bl) in view of Lidow (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0019761 Al) in view of Van Horn et al. (U.S. Pat. 
No. 6,604,089 Bl) and further in view of Ito (U.S. Pat No. 5,268,838). 

Regarding to claims 9 and 19, Peachey-Kountz et al, Baseman et al, Lidow and Van 
Horn et al. discloses the invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al, 
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Baseman et al, Lidow and Van Horn et al. do not disclose wherein the allocation planning 
module further dispatches a remnant quantity of the high risk demand of the first demand to the 
second fabrication. Ito teaches dispatching (i.e. allocating) a remnant quantity (i.e. surplus) of 
demand (i.e. items) to the second fabrication (i.e. other producing point) (column 6, lines 24-26, 
lines 30-34, column 7, lines 38-40). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the system of Peachey- 
Kountz et al, Baseman et al., Lidow and Van Horn et al. with the feature of dispatching a 
remnant quantity of the high risk demand of the first demand to the second fabrication as taught 
by Ito, as Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman ct al., Lidow, Van Horn et al. and Ito are directed to 
the system of demand dispatching. The motivation for doing so would have been to optimize 
demand dispatching. 

15. Claims 10 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peachey-Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,671,673 Bl) in view of Lidow (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0019761 Al) and further in view of Iida 
(U.S.Pat. No. 5,255,197). 

Regarding to claims 10 and 20, Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Lidow 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al, Baseman et al. 
and Lidow do not disclose wherein the allocation planning module further monitors the variation 
in the first quantity of the low risk demand of the first fabrication, and dispatches a pilot order 
for a third IC product to the first fabrication if the variation in the first quantity of the low risk 
demand shows a downward trend. Iida teaches monitoring the quantity of demand (i.e. work 
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objects) and dispatching a pilot order (i.e. trial fabrication) to handle special situations (i.e. 
downward trend in quantity) (column 4, lines 66-67, column 11, lines 27-34). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the system of Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Lidow wherein the 
allocation planning module further monitors the variation in the first quantity of the low risk 
demand of the first fabrication, and dispatches a pilot order for a third IC product to the first 
fabrication if the variation in the first quantity of the low risk demand shows a downward trend 
as taught by Iida, as Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al., Lidow and Iida are directed to the 
system of demand dispatching. The motivation for doing so would have been to dispatch 
demand efficiently according to the variation of the quantity. 

16. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peachey-Kountz 
et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,671,673 Bl) and 
further in view of Iida (U.S. Pat. No. 5,255,197). 

Regarding to claim 15, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. discloses the invention 
substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. do not disclose the 
steps of: monitoring the variation in the first quantity of the low risk demand of the first 
fabrication; and dispatching a pilot order for a third IC product to the first fabrication if the 
variation in the first quantity of the low risk demand shows a downward trend. Iida teaches 
monitoring the quantity of demand (i.e. work objects) and dispatching a pilot order (i.e. trial 
fabrication) to handle special situations (i.e. downward trend in quantity) (column 4, lines 66-67, 
column 11, lines 27-34). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
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the art at the time the invention was made to combine the method of Peachey-Kountz et al, and 
Baseman et al. with the steps of: monitoring the variation in the first quantity of the low risk 
demand of the first fabrication; and dispatching a pilot order to the first fabrication if the 
variation in the first quantity of the low risk demand shows a downward trend as taught by Iida, 
as Peachey-Kountz et al, Baseman et al., and Iida are directed to the method of demand 
dispatching. The motivation for doing so would have been to dispatch demand efficiently 
according to the variation of the quantity. 

17. Claims 21 and 26 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peachey-Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,671,673 Bl). 

Regarding to claim 21 and 26, Peachey-Kountz et al. discloses the invention substantially 
as claimed. Peachey-Kountz et al. discloses a method of IC product manufacturing (i.e. 
semiconductor manufacturing) (as per claim 21) and an IC product produced (as per claim 26) 
(column 1, lines 21-23), comprising the process/steps of: receiving a first demand (i.e. request) 
for a first IC product (column 4, lines 4-7); dividing (i.e. categorizing) the first demand into 
classes, forecast groups (i.e. order rate) and order priorities (see fig. 2 and 3, column 2, lines 11- 
16, column 4, lines 46-50), determining an expected quantity of a first fabrication (i.e. projected 
request) (column 5, lines 59-65); dispatching (i.e. allocating) quantities to the first fabrication 
according to the expected quantity (i.e. projected requests) and forecast groups (i.e. order rates) 
(column 5, lines 6-7 and 59-65); receiving a purchase order (i.e. customer order) for the first IC 
product (column 3, lines 7-8 and 30-34); and manufacturing the first IC product corresponding to 
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the purchase order in the first fabrication (column 5, lines 55-59, column 9, lines 28-31). 
However, Peachey-Kountz et al. does not explicitly disclose dividing the first demand into a low 
risk demand having a first order rate and a high risk demand having a second order rate; and 
dispatching a first quantity of the low risk demand and a second quantity of the high risk demand 
to the first fabrication according to the expected quantity, and the first order rate and the second 
order rate for the low risk demand and the high risk demand, respectively. Baseman et al. 
teaches factoring in demand risk (i.e. uncertainty) for supply chain management (column 4, lines 
63-67, column 6, line 47, column 8, lines 43-45). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the method of 
Peachey-Kountz et al. with the feature of dividing the first demand into a low risk demand 
having a first order rate and a high risk demand having a second order rate; determining an 
expected quantity of a first fabrication; and dispatching a first quantity of the low risk demand 
and a second quantity of the high risk demand to the first fabrication according to the expected 
quantity, and the first order rate and the second order rate for the low risk demand and the high 
risk demand, respectively as taught by Baseman et al, as both Peachey-Kountz et al. and 
Baseman et al. are directed to the method of IC product manufacturing. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to manufacture the IC product based on the level of risk demand. 

18. Claims 22 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peachey-Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,671,673 Bl) and further in view of Jones ("Math 160 - Finite Mathematics", June 2003). 
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Regarding to claims 22 and 27, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. disclose the 
invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. do not 
disclose the step of dispatching the first quantity of the low risk demand and the second quantity 
of the high risk demand to the first fabrication utilizes a dispatching rule as follows: 
EQ=FQ*FOR+SQ*SOR, wherein EQ is the expected quantity, FQ is the first quantity, FOR is 
the first order rate, SQ is the second quantity, and SOR is the second order rate. It is old and 
well known in the art to use an expected value criterion/formula (i.e. dispatching rule) in 
decision theory to weight outcomes (i.e. demand quantity) by their probability of occurrence (i.e. 
order rate), thus allowing the user to make the most effective decision based on the expected 
value (i.e. quantity). Jones discloses the expected value criterion (i.e. expected quantity) in 
decision theory by multiplying the payoff (i.e. demand quantity) by the probability of the payoff 
occurring (i.e. order rate) then adding the values (i.e. first quantity, second quantity, first order 
rate, second order rate) (see page 4, "Expected Value Criterion" , lines 1-6). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time invention was made to 
combine the method of Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. with the step of dispatching the 
first quantity of the low risk demand and the second quantity of the high risk demand to the first 
fabrication utilizes a dispatching rule as follows: EQ=FQ*FOR+SQ*SOR, wherein EQ is the 
expected quantity, FQ is the first quantity, FOR is the first order rate, SQ is the second quantity, 
and SOR is the second order rate as taught by Jones, as Peachey-Kountz et al, Baseman et al. 
and Jones are directed to the method of demand dispatching. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to manufacture the IC product based on the dispatching rule of expected quantity. 
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19. Claims 23 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peachey-Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,671,673 Bl) and further in view of Van Horn et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,604,089 Bl). 

Regarding to claims 23 and 28, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. and Jones 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman 
et al. do not disclose dispatching a third quantity of the low risk demand of a second demand for 
a second IC product dispatched to a second fabrication to the first fabrication if the difference 
between the expected quantity and the first quantity is exceeding a predetermined ratio of the 
expected quantity. Van Horn ct al. teaches the availability of demand (i.e. items) provided the 
number does not exceed the difference between similarly committed units and the quantity (i.e. 
number of units available) (column 8, lines 54-59) and dispatching (i.e. generating request) when 
a number exceeds a predetermined ratio (i.e. threshold) (column 18, lines 2-5, lines 28-30). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the method of Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. with the 
feature of dispatching a third quantity of the low risk demand of a second demand for a second 
IC product dispatched to a second fabrication to the first fabrication if the difference between the 
expected quantity and the first quantity is exceeding a predetermined ratio of the expected 
quantity as taught by Van Horn et al., as Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Van Horn et 
al. are directed to the method of IC product manufacturing. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to manufacture the IC product according to the expected quantity. 
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20. Claims 24 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peachey-Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,671,673 Bl) in view of Van Horn et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,604,089 Bl) and further in view of Ito 
(U.S. Pat No. 5,268,838). 

Regarding to claims 24 and 29, Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Van Horn et 
al. discloses the invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al, Baseman et 
al. and Van Horn et al. do not disclose dispatching a remnant quantity of the high risk demand of 
the first demand to the second fabrication. Ito teaches dispatching (i.e. allocating) a remnant 
quantity (i.e. surplus) of demand (i.e. items) to the second fabrication (i.e. other producing point) 
(column 6, lines 24-26, lines 30-34, column 7, lines 38-40). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
method of Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al. and Van Horn et al. with the feature of 
dispatching a remnant quantity of the high risk demand of the first demand to the second 
fabrication as taught by Ito, as Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al., Van Horn et al. and Ito are 
directed to the method of IC product manufacturing. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to optimize IC product manufacturing. 

21. Claims 25 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peachey-Kountz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,463,345 Bl) in view of Baseman et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,671,673 Bl) and further in view of Iida (U.S. Pat. No. 5,255,197). 

Regarding to claim 25 and 30, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. discloses the 
invention substantially as claimed. However, Peachey-Kountz et al. and Baseman et al. do not 
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disclose the steps of: monitoring the variation in the first quantity of the low risk demand of the 
first fabrication; and dispatching a pilot order for a third IC product to the first fabrication if the 
variation in the first quantity of the low risk demand shows a downward trend. Iida teaches 
monitoring the quantity of demand (i.e. work objects) and dispatching a pilot order (i.e. trial 
fabrication) to handle special situations (i.e. downward trend in quantity) (column 4, lines 66-67, 
column 11, lines 27-34). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine the method of Peachey-Kountz et al, and 
Baseman et al. with the steps of: monitoring the variation in the first quantity of the low risk 
demand of the first fabrication; and dispatching a pilot order to the first fabrication if the 
variation in the first quantity of the low risk demand shows a downward trend as taught by Iida, 
as Peachey-Kountz et al., Baseman et al., and Iida are directed to the method of IC product 
manufacturing. The motivation for doing so would have been to manufacture the IC product 
efficiently according to the variation of the quantity. 

Conclusion 

22. This Office action has an attached requirement for information under 37 C.F.R. § 1 . 105. 
A complete response to this Office action must include a complete response to the attached 
requirement for information. The time period for reply to the attached requirement coincides 
with the time period for reply to this Office action. 

23 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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Gallacci et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0229526 Al) discloses a system and method for 
assessing supply chain. Milne et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,943,484) discloses a computer implemented 
tool for microelectronics manufacturing. 

24. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to GEORGE PARK whose telephone number is (571)270-3547. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joe Cheng can be reached on (571) 272-4433. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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/Joe H Cheng/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4114 



